The Causes of Blindness in Children by Howard, Rufus O.
BOOK REVIEWS
faces that might not be true, but offers the distinct attraction of being
measurable. There are also excellent chapters on the behavior of isolated
cells, and populations of cells as they participate in morphogenesis. This
portion of the book is strong, because direct statements about how the
DVLO theory can account for cell behavior are made. He is also careful
to point out specifically what facts will need to be gathered to put the theory
to a critical test of its ability to explain the cellular behavior patterns en-
countered in morphogenesis. Curtis makes numerous suggestions for further
studies that need to be carried out. He seems to be quite complete in this
effort and has presented a wealth of suggestions for further experimenta-
tion. This one difference between his and Weiss' book assures the lasting
importance of his contribution.
KURT E. JOHNSON
THE CAUSES OF BLINDNESS IN CHILDREN. By G. R. Fraser and A. I.
Friedmann. Baltimore, Md., The Johns Hopkins Press, 1967. xvii, 245 pp.
$12.00.
Public and private organizations have concerned themselves with the man-
agement and education of the legally blind. An estimation of the incidence
and numerous causes of blindness would permit preparation of adequate
training facilities, and delineation of the causes could suggest areas where
the cause might be eliminated with treatment, preventive methods, or by
genetic counseling.
The British Foundation for Research into the Prevention of Blindness
was the sponsor of this survey which includes approximately one fourth of
the legally blind in Britain, aged from birth to 20 years. The main em-
phasis has been placed on genetically determined diseases. The authors
have obtained a detailed hsitory, including birth order, parental age, birth
weight, years of education and selected observations about neonatal dis-
tress, twin data, consanguinity, and specific diagnostic tests.
The legally blind are defined as those with vision less than 3/60, but it
is not clear how this was estimated for the young children or mentally
retarded in this study. As only a selected one fourth of the registered blind
were included in this survey, it is not possible to calculate the incidence of
blindness due to one specific disease, and no information is given to indi-
cate how many people with one specific disease will become blind. The
number of patients entering or deleted from this classification of blindness
each year (by cataract surgery, death, etc.) is not discussed.
Moderate attention is devoted to description of genetic diseases such as
galactosemia, homocystinuria, and glucose-6-phosphate dehydrogenase de-
ficiency, in which no patient was identified in this survey. Diagnostic tests
in this survey appear to have been done somewhat arbitrarily, and not
evaluated uniformly so that no new diagnostic or clinical associations have
been elicited. The criteria used to identify congenital rubella involvement
were of necessity retrospective, but do not represent the most accurate
diagnostic tests.
In this survey, approximately 50 per cent of blindness in childhood was
acquired. The possibility exists for a direct reduction in this group by bet-
ter prenatal and postnatal medical care. Those responsible for the care of
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the young blind should be aware that prevention of the visual sequellae of
some genetically determined diseases is possible now (galactose cataracts
will disappear if galactose is removed from the diet very early in life);
other treatments will be forthcoming as the diseases are better understood;
and, corneal and lens opacities may be improved by surgery in selected
patients.
The authors of this book have given a valuable emphasis to genetic fac-
tors responsible for blindness in children, but the significant findings of this
survey could probably have been reduced to a single journal article; an
excellent example of what they might have written is the article by A. E.
MacDonald, "Causes of blindness in Canada; an analysis of 24,605 cases
registered with the Canadian National Institute for the Blind," in the
Canadian Medical Association Journal (1965, 92, 264-279).
RUFUS 0. HOWARD
CANCER EPIDEMIOLOGY: METHODS OF STUDY. By Abraham M. Lilienfeld,
Einar Pedersen, and John Dowd. Baltimore, Md., The Johns Hopkins
Press, 1967. xiii, 165 pp. $6.50.
It is perhaps ironic that the first good cheap short book on modern tech-
niques in epidemiology should have "Cancer" as the most striking word
on its dust cover. The title could have been, with equal appropriateness,
"Methods in Chronic Disease Epidemiology with Special Reference to
Cancer"-not so succinct or snappy, but a more accurate description of
the book. The actual title is, however, readily traceable to its origin.
It is a development and expansion of a report by a special World Health
Organization Committee which met in February 1965 under the chairman-
ship of Dr. Richard Doll in Geneva. The modification of the main text
with the introduction of examples was undertaken by Dr. A. M. Lilienfeld
of Johns Hopkins University and Dr. Einar Pederson of the Norwegian
Cancer Registry; the addition of an appendix on statistical procedures
including sampling, sampling variability, matching, estimation of risk, etc.
has been the responsibility of Mr. J. E. Dowd of W. H. 0.
The book presents in a brief and readable manner all the basic informa-
tion that is necessary to a reader who seeks an introduction to modern
epidemiological techniques ranging from the simplest calculation of rates
to the problems of bias in retrospective surveys; among many other topics
clearly discussed are the difficulties in disease classification, observer error
and variation and the reasoning involved in the establishment of a causal
relationship.
Despite the fact that all the examples are confined to the field of cancer
this is an ideal introductory text to epidemiology for medical students,
graduate students, clinicians, and para-medical workers. The book is well
bound, attractively printed, and reasonably priced. A measure of its excel-
lence is that the most serious fault this reviewer could find is the failure of
the authors to remember that stratum is singular and so is datum and that
strata and data are plural.
ROY M. ACHESON